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Sir 



RESPONSE 



This responds to the final action mailed March 2, 2005 in the above-noted 
application. 

The applicant's agent wishes to thank the Examiner and his supervisor for 
their careful review and discussion of this application during die telephone interview 
of July 14, 2005. 

Claims 1 to 25 are pending. 



The Examiner continues to reject independent claims 1, 5, 15, and 16, under 
35 USC 102 as anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6341,271 to Coden (Coden) and the 
remaining claims under 35 USC 103 as obvious in view of Coden. As discussed, 
careful review of Coden however, reveals that the rejections are simply improper. 
Specifically, the claims (e.g. claim 1) call for "storing a plurality of possible 
responses"; "storing of a plurality of Boolean expressions, one of the plurality of 
Boolean expressions associated with each of the plurality of possible responses 
'deceiving a text quetv" : "for each of the plurality of possible response^ applying its 
associated Boolean expression to die received text query thereby determining if the 
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associated Boolean expression is satisfied by the text query " and "presenting at least 
one of the plurality of possible response^ in response to the determining " 



The Examiner appears to interpret 'the transformed query objects" of Coden 
as equivalent to the responses as claimed. The Examiner has provided no basis for 
applying this interpretation. As a result, the Examiner appears to be applying an 
interpretation that is entirely contrary to die plain dictionary meaning of the terras 
"query" and "response" in order to assert equivalence. 

Moreover, even in applying this interpretation, (he Examiner does not appear 
to be consistent. Specifically, the Examiner appears to be equating the claimed query 
object to responses in all but the final clause of the claim. In interpreting the final 
clause of the claim presenting at least one of the plurality of possible responses in 
response to said determining" the Examiner makes reference to Figs. 19A to 19B, col. 
29, lines 23 to 25, and col. 34, lines 8 to 9 and appears to be equating the result of 
executed query objects of Coden as equivalent to the claimed responses. 

Thus, it is submitted that in view of the improper interpretation of the term 
"responses" and the internal inconsistency of the Examiner's argument, Coden cannot 
anticipate claim 1. 

For the same reason, Coden cannot anticipate nor render obvious pending 
independent claims 5, 15, 16, 17, 19 or 25, nor claims dependent thereon. Withdrawal 
of the rejection of pending claims 1 to 25 in view of Coden, and U.S. Patent No. 
6,571,239 to Cole is respectfully requested. 

The Examiner has also rejected claim 1 7 under 35 USC 1 12. Specifically 
claim 17 calls for formulating at least one natural query "likely to be used to search 
for said particular one of said responses". The Examiner asserts "the phrase 'likely to 
be used to search for 1 " renders the claim indefinite because the claim includes 
elements not actually disclosed (those encompassed by "likely" thereby rendering the 
scope of the claim unascenainable). Again, die applicant respectfully disagrees. The 
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expression "likely to be used to search for said particular one of said responses" 
modifies die term "at least one natural language query", which clearly forms pan of 
the claim; The nature of the query is whether or not it is to be used to search for 
particular a one of the responses. The limitation thus establishes a relationship 
between the claimed query and response. Whether or not such a relationship exists 
for a particular query/response (i.e. whedier a query may be used to search for a 
particular response) will be readily understood by a person of ordinary skill. 
Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that die term 'likely to be used to search for" is 
sufficiently definite and may be used in the claim as a descriptor for the claimed 
query. Withdrawal of this rejection is therefore also requested. 

In view of the foregoing, favorable consideration and allowance of the 
application are earnestly solicited. 

Respectfully submitted, 
SMART & BIGGi 



By 




Matthew Zischka 
Registration No. 41 ,575 

438 University Avenue 
Suite 1500, Box 21 11 
Toronto, Ontario 
M5G2K8 

Tel: (416) 593-5514 
Fax: (416)591-1690 

August 2, 2005 
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